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ABSTRACT 
 The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore higher education faculty and staff 
perspectives on sustainability initiatives within their respective institutions. Subjects of this study 
were faculty and staff members from three rural two year institutions of higher education in 
Arkansas. Data was gathered using an electronically delivered survey instrument. The survey 
organized sustainability initiatives into three categories which are management, academic, and 
operations. The organization of the survey was based upon the National Wildlife Federation’s 
study, Campus Environment 2008; A National Report Card on Sustainability in Higher 
Education.  In effort to determine the relationship if any between the respondents role, either 
faculty or staff, and their perspectives on sustainability initiatives, as well as the relationship of 
their institution of employment to their perspectives on sustainability initiatives; data gathered in 
all three categories was examined using a between subjects factorial analysis of variance.  
 Results of the study indicated there was no significant relationship between the 
respondents’ roles and their perspectives on management, academic, or operations sustainability 
initiatives. There was also no significant relationship indicated between the respondents’ 
institutions and their perspectives on operations sustainability initiatives. There was, however, a 
significant relationship found between the respondents’ institutions and their perspectives on 
both management and academic sustainability initiatives.
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Chapter One 
INTRODUCTION 
 This chapter provides an introduction to the dissertation. It contains a narrative on the 
status of the sustainability issue, the problem statement, the research questions and objectives, 
information on the significance of this study, delimitations and assumptions, and operational 
definitions of key terms used. 
Status of the Issue  
 An ever increasing pool of knowledge evidences the decline of our global environment 
and a withering of natural resources. The industrial revolution has led to increased levels of 
carbon dioxide (CO2), Ozone (03), and other Green House Gases (GHGs). Litten and Terkla 
(2007) state: 
 Evidence indicates that human consumption exceeded nature’s production by 
twenty-five percent as of 2003, meaning that it would take one year and about three 
months to regenerate what is being used by people in one year. The results of overshoot 
are rising CO2, ozone depletion, accelerated rates of extinctions, deforestation, and soil 
erosion. We can overshoot natural capacity for a short period of time by drawing down 
the reserves created during most of human history when we were not over exploiting 
natural systems. (p.7) 
 
 Climate change is one of the most frequently referenced impacts of current consumption 
habits. In the report “Climate Change 2001” which was published for the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), McCarthy et al. said, “Observational evidence of changes has 
accumulated in many physical and biological systems (e.g., glacial melting, shifts in geographic 
ranges of plant and animal species, and changes in plant and animal biology) that are highly 
consistent with warming observed in recent decades.” These environmental impacts and changes 
have been substantiated through other sources as well, particularly by information gathered and 
reported the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 
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 Climate change has the potential to significantly change our environment for the worse 
and reduce our ability to persist on this planet. Reducing mankind’s negative influence on the 
environment is key to reducing climate change. Efforts to do this are commonly referred to as 
“sustainability” or “sustainably initiatives”. Organizational efforts to promote the environment 
and work toward reducing anthropogenic impact have existed since the 1800’s, and just a few 
decades ago society witnessed a revitalization of these efforts. One event, often recognized as the 
modern rebirth of the movement, was in nineteen seventy when Senator Gaylord Nelson 
sponsored the first Earth Day (“Earth Day Network,” 2012).   
 Increased attention to sustainability and society’s recognition of the problem is further 
evidenced by the sheer number of domestic and international organizational efforts that focus on 
the environment and sustainability. More than one hundred of these groups exist within the 
United States, and hundreds more exist around the world. All of these groups work in some form 
or fashion to preserve what our planet provides and ensures our continued persistence 
(“EcoEarth”, 2012). 
 These beliefs being demonstrated, more efforts to make a positive impact on the 
environment must be made, and one sector many feel can help is found within institutions of 
higher education. Through their influence on students and communities, institutions of higher 
education have the ability to positively affect sustainability. It has long been understood that 
institutions of higher education have a profound impact on how societies respond to an ever 
changing world. Colleges and universities are greatly responsible for molding the citizenry and 
leaders of future generations. They are also the places where societies learn to understand 
concerns and develop their attitudes of how to deal with these matters. (Rappaport and 
Creighton, 2007)   
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 Considering global warming and other negative environmental impacts to be largely 
anthropogenic, changing human behavior is a way to reduce the acceleration of these 
phenomena. Institutions of higher education, through their influence on attitudes and behavior, 
are logically one of the greatest mechanisms by which sustainability can be impacted. (Parker, 
2007) 
 Institutions of higher education have multiple reasons for engaging in sustainability 
initiatives, including enhanced student recruitment, increased external community support, 
positive media attention, and enriched curricular opportunities. There also exist obstacles to 
engaging in such activities, the largest and most apparent of these being the initial financial 
burden. (Litten and Terkla, 2007) 
 Many schools have already made significant strides toward implementing and engaging 
in sustainability efforts. Their efforts can be found all over campus through policies and 
procedures, academic influence, and school operations. What is unclear is how those who are 
largely involved within the implementation of these sustainability efforts perceive their influence 
and impact. Moreover, it is unclear if there is a difference in perceptions between segments of 
the institutions’ employee populations. In order to better describe how those within these 
institutions perceive these efforts; this study focuses on the perceptions of sustainability efforts 
by faculty and staff within three rural two year higher education institutions in Arkansas.  
Problem Statement  
 Many two year schools in Arkansas have made facility, policy, and programming 
adjustments that demonstrate increased environmental consciousness and sustainability initiative. 
However, the perceptions of the strength of these initiatives by campus faculty and staff are 
unknown. Furthermore, the difference, if any, in how the faculty and staff perceive these 
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initiatives is unknown. Perceptions of these initiatives and differences therein have the 
propensity to reduce and/or increase the efficiency and effectiveness by which these initiatives 
are incorporated.   
Research Questions  
 The research questions in this study are as follows: 
1. How do faculty members perceive sustainability initiatives on campus? 
2. How do staff members perceive sustainability initiatives on campus? 
3. Is there any significant difference in perceptions among faculty and staff with 
regard to sustainability initiatives? 
Significance of the Study 
 Many aspects of Arkansas’ two-year college campuses are well documented including 
enrollments, costs and fees, rules and regulations, demographics, funding, etc… However, little 
has been done to document environmental consciousness or current sustainability practices on 
these campuses. Further, this researcher was unable to find any efforts to determine how these 
initiatives are perceived by faculty and staff within the institutions.  
 This study is designed to determine how faculty and staff perceive sustainability 
initiatives or practices that are currently present on three rural two-year college campuses in 
Arkansas. Determining the perceptions of current efforts will work to advance the field of 
knowledge and further inform those who wish to enhance sustainability focused practices on 
these and other campuses. It will also serve as a point of reference for further research on the 
effects of these practices, how they relate to sustainability in other fields, and to sustainable 
initiatives at large.  
Research Objectives 
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 The objectives of this study are as follows: 
1. To determine faculty perceptions of sustainability initiatives within three rural 
two year higher education institutions in Arkansas 
2. To determine staff perceptions of sustainability initiatives within three rural two 
year higher education institutions in Arkansas 
3. To determine whether or not there is a significant difference between faculty and 
staff perceptions of sustainability initiatives within three rural two year higher 
education institutions in Arkansas 
Delimitations and/or Assumptions 
 The following factors could impact the results of and act as limitations to this study: 
1. This study was limited to three separate public accredited two-year colleges in 
Arkansas. Results may not be generalizable to other institutions. 
2. The researcher did not speculate on what might have caused perceptions of 
sustainability initiatives; therefore, it is important that readers refrain from 
making cause and effect conclusions. 
3. The instrument used in this study contains all positive statements. This form could 
cause respondents to agree with such statements, thereby by making it vulnerable 
to over-rater and under-rater biases. 
Operational Definitions for Key Terms 
 Academic sustainability initiative: A sustainability initiative on a college campus that 
relates to curriculum, course, and/or program design. 
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Alternative energy: "Energy, such as solar, wind, geothermal, or nuclear energy, that can 
substitute or supplement traditional fossil-fuel sources, such as coal, oil, or natural gas" (Kaplan, 
2008, p. 318). 
 American College and University Presidents Climate Commitment (ACUPCC): 
"Agreement signed by various college and university presidents to implement methods to 
achieve carbon neutrality, reduce greenhouse gases, and publicize their results by releasing them 
to the Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education (AASHE)" 
(Kaplan, 2008, p. 318). 
 Anthropogenic emissions: "Result of human activity, such as using fossil fuels, that 
unnaturally releases carbon dioxide emissions into the atmosphere" (Kaplan, 2008, p. 318). 
 Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education (AASHE): A 
member organization dedicated to colleges and universities working to advance sustainability in 
higher education. Reorganized in 2005 to form its current state, AASHE unites diverse initiatives 
and connects practitioners to resource and professional development opportunities while 
providing an organizational home for campus sustainability coordinators and directors (AASHE, 
n.d.). 
 Cogeneration: "Using a heat engine or power station to produce both electricity and heat 
at the same time (combined heat and power, or CHP); a thermodynamically efficient use of fuel" 
(Kaplan, 2008, p. 319). 
 Department of Energy (DOE): A cabinet level department of the United States 
government dedicated to advancing "...the national, economic, and energy security of the United 
States; to promote scientific and technological innovation in support of that mission; and to 
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ensure the environmental cleanup of the national nuclear weapons complex" (U.S. DOE, n.d., H 
1). 
Energy star: "U.S. government rating program to promote energy-efficient products by 
requiring that appliances achieve 80 percent or greater efficiency suing standards supplied by the 
80 plus program" (Kaplan, 2008, p. 320). 
Environmental stewardship: "Ethic in which citizens interact with organizations and 
communities to take care of the earth's natural resources, such as air, land, water, and 
biodiversity, thus ensuring long term sustainability; includes recycling, conservation, 
regeneration, and restoration" (Kaplan, 2008, p. 320). 
 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): "U.S. government agency created to protect 
human health and safeguard the natural environment: air, water, and land" (Kaplan, 2008, p. 
320). 
 Gray water: "Dirty water, such as that from sinks, showers, bathtubs, and washing 
machines; that can be recycled, such as for use in flushing toilets" (Kaplan, 2008, p. 320). 
 Green: "Environmentally sound or beneficial; term for social and political movement that 
spouses global environmental protection, bioregionalism, social responsibility, and nonviolence" 
(Kaplan, 2008, p. 320). 
 HVAC: A commonly used acronym for Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning which 
mitigates temperature control in buildings. 
 Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED): "LEED's Green Building 
Rating System is a suite of standards for environmentally sustainable construction; it addresses 
six areas—sustainable sites, water efficiency, energy and atmosphere, materials and resources, 
indoor environmental quality, and innovation and design—Certification levels—certified silver 
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(lowest) to gold to platinum (highest)—are based upon a score ranging from 26 to 69" (Kaplan, 
2008, p. 321). 
 Management sustainability initiative: A sustainability initiative on a college campus that 
relates to institutional standards, policy, and procedure. 
 National Wildlife Federation (NWF): A private, nonprofit advocacy organization 
dedicated to a mission "...to protect wildlife for our children's future" (NWF, n.d., H 1). Its 
conservation work focuses on three areas including global warming, protection and restoration of 
wildlife habitat, and connecting people to nature. The NWF has also been highly involved in 
college and university sustainability advocacy, including its "State of the Campus Environment" 
reports through the Campus Ecology Program. 
 Operations sustainability initiative: A sustainability initiative on a college campus that 
relates to the physical plant and/or energy consumption on the campus.  
Qualtrics: Commercially available research software that provides tools for facilitating 
electronic survey distribution, data collection, and analysis. (“Qualtrics,” 2011). 
 Renewable: “Relating to or being a commodity or resource, such as solar energy or 
firewood, that is inexhaustible or replaceable by new growth” (Kaplan, 2008, p. 322). 
Renewable energy: “Fuel sources that restore themselves quickly and do not diminish, 
such as sun, wind, moving water, organic plant and waste material (biomass), and the earth’s 
heat (geothermal)” (Kaplan, 2008, p. 322). 
 Sustainability: “…to meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 1987, p. 8). 
 Sustainability Initiative: an initiative designed with the intention of conserving natural 
resources. 
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 Woldwatch Institute: “Founded in 1974 by farmer and economist Lester Brown, 
Worldwatch was the first independent research institute devoted to the analysis of global 
environmental concerns” (“Worldwatch,” 2012). 
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Chapter Two 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 To support this study and demonstrate the significance of both environmental 
sustainability and the impact of higher education’s influence on sustainability, specifically two 
year colleges, this chapter reviews and references literature relative to the study. It address 
sustainability, climate change, public sentiment on sustainability, potential impact of higher 
education on sustainability, sustainability organizations, successful ventures with sustainability 
on college campus, and benefits and obstacles to making sustainability efforts within higher 
education. 
Sustainability 
 The focus of this document revolves around the concept of sustainability. Sustainability 
has been defined in many ways by many groups. “Definitions of and approaches to sustainability 
vary depending on the view and interest of the definer, but each emphasizes that activities are 
ecologically sound, socially just, economically viable and humane, and that they will continue to 
be so for future generations” (Clugston and Calder, 1999, p.2). One of the more commonly 
referenced definitions comes from Litten and Terkla, “Today sustainability is commonly defined 
to mean sustaining the biosphere’s capacity to support life and complex ecological systems, 
including societies’ capacity’s to provide for the welfare of all their citizens” (p.9). Moreover, 
sustainability initiatives are defined in the macro sense to include initiatives relating to recycling, 
conservation of water, conservation of energy, and conservation of natural resources. For the 
purposes of this study sustainability will be defined as outlined in the 1987 United Nations 
World Commission on Environment and Development’s report titled Our Common Future where 
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they describe sustainability as, “…to meet the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 1987, p. 8). 
Climate Change 
 One of the strongest considerations for engaging in sustainability initiatives is the case 
made for anthropogenic climate change. An ever increasing pool of knowledge evidences the 
decline of our global environment and a withering of natural resources. The industrial revolution 
around the world has led to increased levels of Ozone (O3), carbon dioxide (CO2) and other 
Green House Gases (GHGs). But it is not just the industrial side of our global community, 
Rappaport and Creighton (2007) wrote: 
 In contrast to Ozone, the most prevalent gases that contribute to climate change 
 are associated with ubiquitous processes such as combustion (carbon dioxide), decay 
 (methane), and agriculture (methane and nitrous oxide). This means that we all generate 
 greenhouse gas, whether we are subsistence farmers burning wood for cooking fuel, 
 office workers in an insurance company, parents driving children to soccer games, or 
 executives at General Motors. (p.7) 
Our current usage and emission practices are beyond what our planet can process. This is 
pointed out by Litten and Terkla (2007) when they stated: 
 Evidence indicates that human consumption exceeded nature’s production by 25 
 percent as of 2003, meaning that it would take one year and about three months to 
 regenerate what is being used by people in one year. The results of overshoot are rising 
 CO2, ozone depletion, accelerated rates of extinctions, deforestation, and soil erosion. 
 (p.10) 
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 Climate change is one of the most frequently referenced impacts of current consumption 
habits. Climate change, for the purpose of this study, is defined as detailed by the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) in their “Climate Change 2007: Synthesis 
Report”. They state:  
  Climate change in IPCC usage refers to a change in the state of the climate that 
 can be identified (e.g. using statistical tests) by changes in the mean and/or the variability 
 of its properties and that persists for an extended period, typically decades or longer. It 
 refers to any change in climate over time, whether due to natural variability or as a result 
 of human activity. (p. 30) 
 Climate change can be verified by data collected over the last century. According to the 
IPCC (2007), ocean and air temperatures have risen, “Eleven of the last twelve years (1995-
2006) rank among the twelve warmest years in the instrumental record of global surface 
temperature (since 1850)”; glaciers have declined and ice and snow have decreased, “Satellite 
data since 1978 show that annual average Arctic sea ice extent has shrunk by 2.7 [2.1 to 3.3]% 
per decade, with larger decreases in summer of 7.4 [5.0 to 9.8]% per decade.” Mountain glaciers 
and snow cover on average have declined in both hemispheres, “The maximum areal extent of 
seasonally frozen ground has decreased by about 7% in the Northern Hemisphere since 1900, 
with decreases in spring of up to 15%”; and sea levels have risen, “Global average sea level rose 
at of 1.8 [1.3 to 2.3] mm per year over 1961 to 2003 and at an average rate of about 3.1 [2.4 to 
3.8] mm per year from 1993 to 2003.” “Warming of the climate system is unequivocal, as is now 
evident from observations of increases in global average air and ocean temperatures, widespread 
melting of snow and ice and rising global average sea level.”  
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 These environmental impacts are confirmed through other sources. The National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) confirmed the changing climate in their “2009 State 
of the Climate Report.” Through their report, NOAA gathered information from more than 300 
authors and more than 160 research groups. They found that the years 2000-2009 were the 
warmest decade on the instrumental record. They evidenced continual increasing levels of CO2, 
global integrals of upper-ocean heat reaching consistently higher values, extreme warmth across 
South America, southern Asia, Australia, and New Zealand, and drought affecting large parts of 
southern North America, the Caribbean, South America, and China.  
Impact of Climate Change 
 Climate change is a serious consideration, and its impact has been noticed through a 
variety of observable effects aside from what was found by the IPCC and NOAA. Litten and 
Terkla expressed this point stating, “An unprecedented set of warnings is being conveyed to 
those who are paying attention: climate change, species extinction, violent conflict, deteriorating 
physical and mental health, increasing inequalities in wealth” (p. 10).  
 One of the more serious effects of climate change is increased droughts. Drought 
conditions resulting from climate change are having a tremendous impact on food production, 
and impacted food production leaves reason for concern. The IPCC report (2008) states, “The 
steep increases in food prices around the world are the result of rising costs and demand 
aggravated by drought in food producing regions.” Droughts have also been recognized to the 
point of affecting international security in some respects. Mabey (2008) states, “The past year 
has seen climate change emerge as a serious issue across the security agenda, from the 
abstraction of discussions in the UN Security Council to the brutal reality of drought-driven 
conflict in Africa” (p. 3). 
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 There are many other negative effects of climate change. Many of which threaten 
immediate human health. In a discussion of health impacts of climate change,  Kovats, 
Campbell-Lendrum, and Matthies (2005) list the following detriments to health that are caused 
by climate change: deaths form cardiopulmonary disease increase with high and low 
temperatures, heat-related illness during heat waves, air pollution illness compounded  by 
weather affecting pollution concentration, effects of distributions and seasonality of allergen 
production, direct deaths and injury created by increasing natural disasters, indirect effects of 
natural disasters (i.e. increased infectious disease and long term psychological morbidity), 
increases in mosquito and tick borne illness related to higher temperatures shortening the 
development time of pathogens and increasing potential transmission to humans, decreased food 
supply and/or access to food supply, damaged water supply related to increased bacteria due to 
increased temperature, diminished water supply in drought areas, and extreme rainfall events 
transporting disease organisms into the water supply. They also state, “There is, however, a 
potential for climate change to affect health in ways that are completely unexpected…” (p. 
1415). 
 Kovats et al.’s list of impacts can be further substantiated by McMichael, Woodruff, and 
Hales (2006).  In their article “Climate Change and Human Health: Present and Future Risks,” 
they outline most of the same negative effects as Kovats et al. They recognize increased extreme 
temperature days causing more death and disease, aero-allergen production due to longer pollen 
season, floods impacts, food-poisonings related to higher temperature and quicker bacteria 
growth, vector-borne infections such as mosquito and ticks, and reduced crop yields. McMichael 
et al. also point out declines and/or shifts in fisheries caused by warming ocean temperatures that 
can result in protein shortages in poor population regions, and the health consequences of 
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population displacement, lost livelihood, exposure to coastal storms, and salinization of 
freshwater and coastal soil, that results from rising sea levels. 
 Many believe that along with the detrimental effects of climate change, comes the very 
high likelihood of mass migration. Since 1976 when Lester Brown, founder of the Worldwatch 
Institute, coined the term “environmental refugee,” environmental migration has been recognized 
in most conversations related to the effects of climate change. In 1990 the IPCC also cautioned 
that migration could occur as a result of changing climates.  
 As the climate changes and people begin to displace in search of health and resources, 
this migration phenomena will occur. Martin (2010) writes about this issue saying that natural 
disasters send people in search of new homes; droughts send people in search of potable water; 
rising sea levels force people to relocate from inhabitable coast lines; and competition over 
natural resources may lead to conflict which forces the weaker population to displacement from 
their homes. 
 These migrations can be within a country—internal, or across countries—external. Either 
brings potential problems. At worst, as poor populations migrate they run the risk of being 
persecuted, abused and losing their basic human rights. At best, conflicts that result from multi-
culture interactions and misunderstandings occur. These migrations increase the threat of 
national security for many nations as well as some international communities.   
Sustainability and Public Sentiment 
 As early as the late 1800’s organizational efforts to call attention to sustainability were 
already taking place. In the seventies the world realized a revitalization of these efforts. Clugston 
and Calder (1999) stated, “A concern for sustainability arose in the early seventies as growing 
numbers of people realized that the degradation of the environment would seriously undermine 
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our ability to ensure expanding prosperity and economic justice” (p. 1). The first Earth Day was 
in 1970 and is considered by many to be the modern rebirth of the environmental movement. It is 
celebrated every year on April 22
nd
. Earth Day, originally founded in 1970 by Gaylord Nelson a 
United State senator from Wisconsin, is a day to recognize environmental consciousness and call 
attention to the protection on our global environment, “It is what led to the creation of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency and the passage of the Clean Air, Clean Water, and 
Endangered Species Acts” (“Earth Day Network,” 2012).  
 Society’s desire to positively impact the environment and sustainability can be verified 
by the number of organizations both domestic and international that are committed to the cause. 
These organizations are public and private, governmental and non-governmental. Within the 
United States there are more than one hundred organizations. Some of the more notable groups 
include: The National Audubon Society, a non-profit group incorporated in 1905 whose mission 
is, “To conserve and restore natural ecosystems, focusing on birds, other wildlife, and their 
habitats for the benefit of humanity and the earth’s biological diversity,” (“Audubon Society, 
2012); Earth Watch, a non-profit group organized in 1971 whose mission statement is, “To 
engage people worldwide in scientific field research and education in order to promote the 
understanding and action necessary for a sustainable environment, ” (Earth Watch, 2011); 
Environments America, a non-profit group found in 2007 with a mission of “focusing 
exclusively on protecting America’s air, water and open spaces” (“Environment America,” 
2011); The Nature Conservancy, founded in 1951whose mission is to, “preserve the plants, 
animals and natural communities that represent the diversity of life on Earth by protecting the 
lands and waters they need to survive” (“The Nature Conservancy,” 2011); and The Sierra Club, 
originally organized in 1892 whose mission is, “To explore, enjoy, and protect the wild places of 
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the earth; To practice and promote the responsible use of the earth's ecosystems and resources; 
To educate and enlist humanity to protect and restore the quality of the natural and human 
environment; and to use all lawful means to carry out these objectives” (“The Sierra Club,” 
2011). 
 In compliment to these, many governments around the globe have federal environmental 
sustainability initiatives. “Almost all governments of the worlds over 200 independent countries 
and dependent territories have ministries or departments charged with protecting the 
environment,” (Trzyna, 2010, p. 1). The following are some of the more developed governmental 
organizations and their respective governments: Brazil, Brazil Institute of Environment and 
Renewable Natural Resources; Canada, Environment Canada; China, Ministry of Environmental 
Protection; Denmark, Danish Ministry of Climate and Energy; Germany, Federal Ministry for 
Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety; India, Gujarat Pollution Control Board; 
Indonesia, Directorate General of Forest Protection and Nature Conservation; Ireland, 
Environmental Protection Agency; Israel, Ministry of the Environment; Mexico, Secretariat of 
the Environment and Natural Resources; Netherlands, Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and 
the Environment; New Zealand, Department of Conservation; Nigeria, Kano State 
Environmental Planning and Protection Agency; Norway, Norwegian Ministry of the 
Environment; Philippines, Department of Environment and Natural Resources; Portugal, 
Ministry for Environment, Spatial Planning and Regional Development; Saudi Arabia, Saudi 
Environmental Society; United Kingdom, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs; 
and the United States, United States Environmental Protection Agency.  
 Along with these governmental organizations there are many groups that encompass 
more than one country or are considered multinational. Four notable multinational groups 
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focused on sustainability include: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), European 
Environment Agency (EEA), Partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of East 
Asia (PEMSEA), and the Earth System Science Project (ESSP). The IPCC was established in 
1988 by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World Meteorological 
Organization (WMO) to, “to provide the world with a clear scientific view on the current state of 
knowledge in climate change and its potential environmental and socio-economic impacts” 
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,” 2011). It currently has 194 member countries. 
The EEA was established by the European Union and is tasked to, “provide sound, independent 
information on the environment” (European Environment Agency, 2011). The EEA has 32 
member countries as works to be “a major information source for those involved in developing, 
adopting, implementing and evaluating environmental policy, and also the general public.” 
PEMSEA was formally established in 1999. It is, “a partnership arrangement involving various 
stakeholders of the Seas of East Asia, including national and local governments, civil society, the 
private sector, research and education institutions, communities, international agencies, regional 
programs, financial institutions and donors,” (Partnerships in Environmental Management for the 
Seas of East Asia,” 2011). The ESSP is a joint initiative of four international global 
environmental change research programs: DIVERSITAS, the International Human Dimensions 
Program on Global Environmental Change, International Geosphere-Biosphere Program, and the 
World Climate Research Program. The ESSP partnership, “allows for an integrated study of the 
Earth System, the ways that it is changing, and the implications for global and regional 
sustainability. “ (The Earth System Science Project,” 2011). 
Impact of Institutions of Higher Education on Sustainability  
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The number, breadth, and depth of organizational efforts around the world focused on 
sustainability substantiate that society at large has a growing concern for the state of the earth 
and humans ability to continue to thrive on this planet. Further, there is little doubt that the 
global society believes that current human practices need to change in order for humans to 
persist on the planet.  In order for human practices to become sustainable they must reach 
equilibrium. Human consumption cannot exceed what the planet is producing, and human related 
emissions cannot exceed what they planet is capable of biologically absorbing. To strike this 
equilibrium current practices and human behavior must be altered. With these beliefs, efforts to 
make a positive impact on the environment must be made and one sector many feel can help is 
found within institutions of higher education. Through their influence on students and 
communities institutions of higher education have the ability to positively affect sustainability. 
For generations colleges and universities around the globe have held to educating 
students about society and the world. While addressing this issue the National Wildlife 
Foundation (NWF) in their “State of the Campus Environment Report” wrote: 
 It has long been understood that institutions of higher education have a profound 
 impact on how societies respond to an ever changing world. Colleges and Universities are 
 greatly responsible for molding the citizenry and leaders of future generations. They are 
 places where societies learn to understand concerns and develop their attitudes of how to 
 deal with these matters.  With more than 14 million young people enrolled each year, the 
 values instilled there set the course for succeeding generations not just in the United 
 States, but all across the world. (“National Wildlife Foundation,” 2011) 
Higher education institutions educate about the things that impact or change society and 
the world. Considering climate change and other negative environmental impacts to be largely 
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anthropogenic, changing human behavior is the way to reduce the acceleration of these 
phenomena. Institutions of higher education, through their influences on attitudes and behavior, 
are logically one of the greatest mechanisms by which climate change can be impacted. In the 
article “Grading Green Results,” Morton (2010) stated, “Higher education is one of the biggest 
breeding grounds for green practices and buildings not only because of its willingness to sail into 
uncharted—or at least untested—waters, but because of the attitudes it can instill in students” 
(p.64). Morton concludes her article by saying: 
   Universities are their own communities. We’re a corridor for the leaders of 
 tomorrow who are making their way into the workforce. We’re creating a culture that 
 they’re bringing into the leadership on the next generation. It’s really important to be able 
 to create that culture of sustainability through the college experience. (p. 64) 
 The previously cited NWF calls on higher education to act upon environmental 
sustainability. In its “Campus Environment 2008” report the NWF identifies institutions of 
higher education as an appropriate leader in sustainable practices. They state: 
  Two things are certain. First and foremost, we have never before had an 
 environmental challenge on such an immense scale as to force modern society to remake 
 itself. America will require a new energy economy and needs to get started on that right 
 away. Second, addressing this problem and shaping a more sustainable, low carbon 
 society will require new thinking supported by new technology, design, financing, 
 businesses, institutions, consumer behaviors and careers paths. That is where higher 
 education comes in. It plays important roles by both being part of a changing world and 
 also actively shaping the future direction of that world. 
21 
 
 American higher education has risen to past challenges—and has the people and 
 resources already in place to meet today’s challenges head-on. It produces 30 percent of 
 the world’s scientists and a remarkably large percentage of the world’s business, 
 diplomatic and government leaders. Higher education leaders have always been clear that 
 the successful development of human talent and globally-competitive skills provides the 
 United States with many critical opportunities and advantages. (p. 2). 
 Parker (2007), in an article titled “Creating a Green Campus”, recognizes the potential 
college campuses have in addressing sustainability initiatives, “Not only are they the educators 
of future professionals, they also possess the intellectual capacity and resources to effectively 
integrate educational initiatives into their programs” (p. 321). 
While evidencing why colleges and universities must take the lead in climate action, in 
Degrees that Matter Rappaport and Creighton state,  
 Academic institutions are well suited to take on the climate change leadership 
 challenge. Our primary mission is to educate future generations of leaders; thus, concern 
 for future generations and sustainable development are intrinsic to education and a 
 countervailing force to the cycle of short-term selfish decision making that has become 
 acceptable in some sectors of society. The university is an ideal learning laboratory, 
 creating opportunities for hands-on experimentation ranging from modest to 
 transformational climate action projects. (p. 4).  
On the same point, emphasizing the importance of higher education in affecting climate 
change, Asquith (2007) cites David Hales, president of the College of the Atlantic in Bar Harbor, 
Maine, as saying “If higher education is not relevant to solving the crisis of global warming, it is 
not relevant period.” (p. 14).  
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The importance of higher education particularly community college’s action toward 
sustainability can be further evidence by proposed legislation. On June 12, 2008, Senator Gordon 
Smith a republican from Oregon co-sponsored a bill with Senator Ron Wyden a Democrat from 
Oregon. The bill, titled “Community College Sustainability Act”, directs the Secretary of Labor 
to establish a sustainability workforce training and education program by awarding grants to 
community colleges for workforce training and education in industries and practices, such as: (1) 
alternative energy; (2) green construction, retrofitting, and design; (3) green chemistry, 
nanotechnology, or technology; (4) water and energy conservation; (5) recycling and waste 
reduction; and (6) sustainable agricultural or culinary practices. It requires at least one-half of the 
funds provided under this Act to be awarded to schools that have existing sustainability programs 
leading to certificates or degrees in at least one of the industries or practices listed above. (“Open 
Congress,” 2011). 
Higher Education Sustainability Organizations 
 There have been and continue to be some sustainability initiatives on college campuses. 
Scott Carlson (2006), in an article titled “In Search of the Sustainable Campus” states, “Across 
the country, conscientious professors, business leaders, student activists, and grass-roots 
organizers are driving the sustainability movement with the urgent sense that humanity is facing 
a series of crises…” (p. 10). 
 Organizational movements within higher education leadership have previously occurred. 
Two of the more notable efforts are the Association of University Leaders for a Sustainable 
Future’s (ULSF) Talloires Declaration, and the American College and University Presidents’ 
Climate Commitment (ACUPCC). 
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  In 1990 at an international conference in Talloires, France, twenty-two university 
presidents and chancellors signed the Talloires Declaration. This document was a ten point 
pledge to sustainability practices. The ten points are as follows: 1) Increase Awareness of 
Environmentally Sustainable Development—Use every opportunity to raise public, government, 
industry, foundation, and university awareness by openly addressing the urgent need to move 
toward an environmentally sustainable future. 2) Create an Institutional Culture of 
Sustainability—Encourage all universities to engage in education, research, policy formation, 
and information exchange on population, environment, and development to move toward global 
sustainability. 3) Educate for Environmentally Responsible Citizenship—Establish programs to 
produce expertise in environmental management, sustainable economic development, 
population, and related fields to ensure that all university graduates are environmentally literate 
and have the awareness and understanding to be ecologically responsible citizens. 4) Foster 
Environmental Literacy For All—Create programs to develop the capability of university faculty 
to teach environmental literacy to all undergraduate, graduate, and professional students. 5) 
Practice Institutional Ecology—Set an example of environmental responsibility by establishing 
institutional ecology policies and practices of resource conservation, recycling, waste reduction, 
and environmentally sound operations. 6) Involve All Stakeholders—Encourage involvement of 
government, foundations, and industry in supporting interdisciplinary research, education, policy 
formation, and information exchange in environmentally sustainable development. Expand work 
with community and nongovernmental organizations to assist in finding solutions to 
environmental problems. 7) Collaborate for Interdisciplinary Approaches—Convene university 
faculty and administrators with environmental practitioners to develop interdisciplinary 
approaches to curricula, research initiatives, operations, and outreach activities that support an 
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environmentally sustainable future. 8) Enhance Capacity of Primary and Secondary Schools—
Establish partnerships with primary and secondary schools to help develop the capacity for 
interdisciplinary teaching about population, environment, and sustainable development. 9) 
Broaden Service and Outreach Nationally and Internationally—Work with national and 
international organizations to promote a worldwide university effort toward a sustainable future. 
10) Maintain the Movement—Establish a Secretariat and a steering committee to continue this 
momentum, and to inform and support each other's efforts in carrying out this declaration 
(University Leaders for a Sustainable Future,” 2011). This original movement has led to the 
creation of the ULSF and to date more than 350 university presidents from more than 40 
countries have signed the declaration. 
 There are even more leaders of higher education within the United States that have 
pledged their schools to environmental sustainability. This is shown by the 667 signatories, as of 
July 15, 2011, of the APUPCC. By signing the ACUPCC institutional leaders pledge three 
things: 1) Initiate the development of a comprehensive plan to achieve climate neutrality as soon 
as possible; 2) Initiate tangible actions to reduce greenhouse gases while the more 
comprehensive plan is being developed; 3) Make the action plan, inventory, and periodic 
progress reports publicly available by submitting them to the ACUPCC Reporting System for 
posting and dissemination. 
Success in Sustainability on College Campuses 
 Schools across the United States have had a variety of successes in sustainability 
initiatives. One recognized community college that engages in these activities is Butte College in 
Oroville, CA. Butte addresses sustainability in almost all aspects of its business. It is a member 
of The American Association for the Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education 
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(AASHE) and the American Council on Renewable Energy (ACORE). Butte addresses 
sustainability in its mission statement, “Butte College provides quality education, and workforce 
training to students who aspire to become productive members of a diverse, sustainable, and 
global society.” It promotes itself as being the nation’s first “Grid Positive” college, meaning that 
it produces more energy than it consumes. They have a solar panel array that fuels one-third of 
the school’s electricity use. They have a robust carpooling effort that encourages faculty, staff, 
and students to participate; and a recycling program that claims to recycle 75 percent of the 
school’s waste. In the fall of 2008 Butte began an academic program that offers a Certificate in 
Sustainability Studies (“Butte College,” 2011).   
Another school that has received national attention for its sustainability efforts is Portland 
Community College (PCC) in Portland, OR. PCC’s mission statement reads, “Portland 
Community College advances the region’s long-term vitality by delivering accessible, quality 
education to support the academic, professional, and personal development of the diverse 
students and communities we serve.” PCC completed its Climate Action Plan in 2009. The plan 
is one of the first of its kind for a community college. It outlines how the college intends to 
reduce its greenhouse gas emissions 10 percent below 2006 levels by 2012, 40 percent by 2030 
and 80 percent by 2050. The plan was developed by PCC’s Sustainable Practices for Academics 
and Resources Council (SPARC). SPARC began in 2009 and is a cross representation of PCC’s 
faculty and staff. PCC also offers Certificate and Associate Degree programs in Environmental 
Studies and Solar Voltaic Technology (Portland Community College,” 2011).  
Central Piedmont Community College (CPCC) in Charlotte, NC is a school that has 
embraced sustainability. Its mission statement reads, “Central Piedmont Community College is 
an innovative and comprehensive college that advances the life-long educational development of 
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students consistent with their needs, interests, and abilities while strengthening the economic, 
social, and cultural life of its diverse community.” While sustainability may not be evident in 
CPCC mission statement, CPCC’s Center for Sustainability is one of a few such community 
college initiatives in the United States. The Center holds three statements as its “guide to a vision 
of increasing awareness of the importance of living and working in manner that enhances the 
economic, environmental and social well-being of our community through education, regional 
partnerships and community engagement.” These statements are: 1) To infuse sustainability 
concepts across the College's curriculum; 2) To develop and conduct workforce training and 
certification to support a green regional economy; 3) To engage the community through 
partnerships with public and private sectors to foster sustainability (“Central Piedmont 
Community College,” 2011). As stated, CPCC infuses sustainability into its curriculum, but it 
also offers the following sustainability focused courses: Solar Photovoltaics, Biodiesel, LEED 
GA Exam Prep, LEED AP Homes Exam Prep, Building Energy Efficiency,  Life Cycle of 
Materials, Energy Star and Codes, Insulation and Air Sealing, LEED AP ND, Sustainability and 
LEED, and Introduction to LEED-ND. 
 Edmonds Community College (ECC) in Lynnwood, WA has embraced sustainability. 
ECC’s philosophy statement reads, “Edmonds Community College is a community of learners, 
which upholds integrity and high educational standards and affirms the value of lifelong learning 
and sustainability” (“Edmonds Community College”, 2011). ECC references the Washington 
Center’s Curriculum for the Bioregion definition of sustainability, “Sustainability encompasses 
four intertwined ideals: economic wellness, social justice, human health, and biodiversity and 
ecological integrity. It is a systemic concept, relating to the continuity of economic, social, 
institutional, and environmental aspects of human society.” ECC offers three sustainability 
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degree programs: 1) Restoration Horticulture, 2) Occupational Safety and Health, 3) Energy 
Management. It also offers a variety of sustainability courses including: Sustainable 
Development, Culinary Gardening , Green Building, Ecotourism, Energy Efficiency, English 
Composition with a sustainability focus, Environmental Science, Green Events, Human Ecology, 
Introduction to Sustainability, and LEED for Construction Management.  
  In Arkansas, community colleges’ sustainability focus has been demonstrated by the 
Arkansas Energy Sector Partnership (AESP). The AESP, through funding received from a 
federal grant facilitated through the Arkansas Association of Two Year Colleges, is providing 
funding to enable Arkansas workers statewide to be trained in the skills required to succeed in 
green jobs.  AESP is enabling the development and deployment of materials and programs that 
are to be used by Arkansas’ 22 two-year colleges and 7 apprenticeship programs to prepare 
participants for careers in the targeted “Green” industries (“Arkansas Association of Two Year 
Colleges,” 2011). 
Benefits to Sustainability Initiatives 
Benefits to institutions of higher education for engaging in sustainability initiatives are 
evident. While writing on what colleges should be doing in regard to sustainability and why they 
should be doing it, Litten and Terkla identify three principle answers those questions. The first is 
economics. It is economically advantageous to reduce pollution to lower future liabilities under 
the law and to achieve economic efficiency of an institution’s operations to improve the bottom 
line financially. The second is ethics. Reducing environmental impact is simply the right thing to 
do ethically because it reduces harm to others now and allows the planet to continue producing 
environmental goods and services to future generations. The third is mission. Reducing 
environmental impact is central to the mission of an organization. While all these principles 
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apply, their order of importance to an institution largely depends on the type of institution. For 
private for profit schools, economics could be the driving force. For religious or non-profit 
schools, ethics may take the lead.  
 In their book, Sustainability on Campus: Stories and Strategies for Success, Barlett and 
Chases (2004) outline five benefits: 1) Students are interested in the environment, so campus 
greening can attract students; 2) Engaging in sustainability initiative is consistent with most 
social agendas, so campus greening brings positive attention form the external community; 3) 
Sustainability programming can connect students to nature and use the environment a learning 
laboratory; 4) Sustainability examples “enliven” coursework, teach cost-benefits, and students 
have the satisfaction of seeing how their work affects the school; and 5) Increased concern about 
climate change informs many other campus activities.  
Rappaport (2008), while accentuating benefits of engaging in sustainability initiatives in 
the article “Campus Greening: Behind the Headlines,” proclaimed: 
 If colleges and universities improve their environmental performance, and if they 
 have a long-term influence on choices made by graduates in their work, homes, and 
 communities, the collective effort could be vast. Although campus greening has been 
 going on for decades, recent initiatives fueled by concern for global warming have the 
 potential to establish new thinking about infrastructure development, research programs, 
 investment decisions, and learning. (p. 2)  
Rappaport and Creighton also point to enhanced teaching opportunities that engaging in 
sustainability provides, stating, “For faculty in a very wide range of disciplines, climate change 
presents rich opportunities for teaching, research, and community action” (p.5). 
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Another reference as to the positive aspects of engaging in sustainability initiatives is 
found in Steptoe (2007), as she quotes Jialan Wang, a Ph.D. candidate at MIT’s Sloan School of 
Management as saying:  
 The programs and policies can give a school instant cache as a cutting-edge 
 institution, which can be a competitive advantage in student recruiting. They also 
 contribute to society's overall environmental literacy and can lead to important research 
 breakthroughs. At MIT, student activism was a catalyst for most of the projects tackling 
 local climate-change problems. The heart and soul of the sustainability initiatives here are 
 students and we're influencing the administration. (p. 1)  
By increasing focus on sustainability, an institution not only helps that fight against 
climate change, it likely gains positive press. Society, as previously detailed, has an increasing 
interest in sustainability and schools that embrace these concepts are celebrated in the media. 
This positive media attention can benefit schools by increasing their exposure and by attracting 
potential students. Rappaport (2008) writes, “These types of initiatives are good for the 
environment, but they are also good for publicity: campus greening attracts media attention” (p. 
9).  
Obstacles to Sustainability Initiatives  
 While there are schools that have made the commitment and benefits to this commitment 
are certain, there are obstacles that have delayed action by schools. The primary obstacle to 
engaging in sustainability initiatives at institutions of higher education is the lack of fiscal 
resources. Colleges and universities are charged with their duties at hand. Incorporating 
sustainability into their current tasks, and engaging in stand-alone initiatives, uses resources that 
may not be easily available.  Most institutions of higher education have made some sustainability 
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efforts, even if the initiative is a simple recycling program. But the realm and scope of these 
initiatives varies greatly. Further, the amount of, or priority on, these types of efforts has been 
correlated to the size and wealth of the institution. Evidencing this point, Sarah Stafford (2010) 
conducted research using an ordered probit analysis on data collected from 180 institutions of 
higher education around the nation. She found that schools’ size and wealth were positively 
correlated to their sustainable practice initiatives. So, the more affluent the school is, the more 
likely they are to engage in sustainability efforts. 
 Steptoe (2007) supported this observation, when she quoted Jonathon Fink, chief 
sustainability officer at Arizona State University as saying: 
  The types of things that we and other universities are pledging to do are not 
 cheap. And because of that, there were a number of presidents who refused to sign it (the 
 ACUPCC). We are all doing it because society, both on-campus and off, is saying this 
 needs to be a priority and that universities have to take a leadership role since the federal 
 government isn’t doing it. (p. 1)  
 Kezar and Eckel (2002) weigh in on causes of change and recognize finances as an 
obstacle, saying, “The litany of change is familiar to those in the field of higher education: 
financial pressure, growth in technology, changing faculty roles, public scrutiny, changing 
demographics, competing values and the rapid change in the world both within and beyond our 
national borders” (p. 435).  
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Chapter Three 
METHODOLOGY 
 This chapter discusses the methods and procedures used within this study. It describes the 
research design, the description and selection of the instructions used in the study, the survey 
instrument used, the data collection process, and the treatment used to analyze the data.  
Research Design 
 The study employs a quantitative survey research method to gather information from 
faculty and staff on three different two-year higher education institutions in Arkansas in order to 
determine their perceptions of sustainability initiatives on their respective campus.  The study 
uses a self-administered questionnaire electronically delivered using e-mail and Qualtrics survey 
software.  
Description and Selection of the Institutions 
 This study’s intent was to focus on rural two-year schools in Arkansas. In order to 
achieve this intent, the three institutions considered in this study were selected based upon the 
following criteria: physical location; student population; number of employees; the population, 
educational attainment, and wage demographics of the respective counties; and the degrees 
offered.    
 All three institutions are rural two-year institutions of higher education located in the 
Northwest half of Arkansas. Total student enrollment in the fall semester of 2010 was less than 
2,500 students for each school. Each is operated with less than 200 fulltime faculty and staff 
combined.  The counties in which the schools are located all have a population of less than 
25,000, a per capita income of less than $20,000, and a Bachelor degree attainment level of less 
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than 15% (“Quickfacts,” 2011). Each of the three institutions offers certificates of proficiency, 
technical certificates, and associate degrees. 
 Once these criteria were established, the three schools were conveniently chosen in order 
to ensure a cross representation of organizational structure. Ensuring a cross representation of 
organizational structures reduces the negative impact of homogeneity that could be caused by 
sampling schools of the same organizational structure or affiliation.  
 In this study one of the institutions is a stand-alone community college, one is a two-year 
campus of a four year university, and the other is one of several two-year colleges that serve 
beneath the umbrella of the land grant university in Arkansas. 
Instrumentation 
 The survey instrument was adapted by the researcher using the constructs of a set of two 
previously designed surveys found in a study titled Campus Environment 2008; A National 
Report Card on Sustainability in Higher Education conducted by the National Wildlife 
Federation (NWF) in 2008. The survey has been modified with the permission of the NWF. A 
copy of the email that grants permission to utilize the instrument and modify it as needed can be 
found in Appendix A. This instrument includes questions about sustainability efforts on the three 
two-year campuses, based upon the NWF model. The construct of the NWF instrument 
categorizes college campus sustainability initiatives into three primary construct areas: 
 Management – These are initiatives related to sustainability polices and goal-
 setting, sustainability orientations or publications, and sustainability staffing and 
 personnel.  
 Academics – These are initiatives related to the offering sustainability courses and 
 programs, requiring sustainability courses of students, supporting and evaluating 
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 faculty on sustainability of environmental studies, and holding campus units 
 accountable for supporting sustainability.  
 Operations – These are initiatives related to conserving energy and using 
 renewable energy sources, using on campus clean generation or cogeneration 
 energy  sources, offering transportation programs to conserve energy (i.e. 
 carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling incentives, etc…), recycling, solid waste 
 reduction,  sustainability landscaping and grounds keeping, and habitat 
 restoration. 
 The adaptation of the instrument incorporates a reduction in the number of questions. 
Also, the NWF study used a “yes” or “no” design, while in this study the questions were 
reconfigured to incorporate a five point Likert scale. The scale utilized the NWF question 
constructs reorganized into statements, with response options as follows:  1 = Strongly Disagree, 
2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree. A complete copy of the survey 
instrument can be found in Appendix B of this document.  
 Validity has been established by basing the construct of the instrument on the NWF 
study, and has been further established through the review and approval of a panel of experts in 
the field. A list of the expert judges for validity can be found in Appendix C.  
 Once the instrument was reviewed by the experts and validity had been established, a 
pilot test of the instrument was conducted in order to establish reliability. The pilot test group 
was a group of 42 faculty and staff members employed on a rural Arkansas two-year higher 
education institution that was not affiliated with the institutions sampled in the actual study. The 
pilot test was conducted in January of 2012. A Cronbach’s Alpha analysis of the data was used to 
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determine reliability. All thirty question items (N=30) were deemed valid at a Cronbach’s Alpha 
level of .966. Therefore, no instrument or question revisions were required. 
Survey Objectives 
 The objectives of this study are as follows: 
1. To determine faculty perceptions of sustainability initiatives within three rural 
two year higher education institutions in Arkansas 
2. To determine staff perceptions of sustainability initiatives within three rural two 
year higher education institutions in Arkansas 
3. To determine whether or not there is a significant difference between faculty and 
staff perceptions of sustainability initiatives within three rural two year higher 
education institutions in Arkansas 
Table 1.0 describes the primary constructs of each objective, the independent variables 
within each, and the associated survey questions. 
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Table 1.0 Variables within the primary constructs  
Primary Constructs Area Variables Survey Question Item 
1: What are the perceptions of the 
presence of management 
sustainability initiatives? 
1. Perception of written 
declarations to 
sustainability. 
2. Perception of 
sustainability as part of 
the institutional mission 
3. Perception of policies, 
goals, or standards on 
conservation 
See Questions:1 through 10 
in Appendix A. 
2: What are the perceptions of the 
presence of academic sustainability 
initiatives? 
1. Perception of 
sustainability orientation 
sessions 
2. Perception of 
undergraduate 
certificates or degrees in 
sustainability  
3. Perception of 
requirements that 
students take 
sustainability courses 
See Questions:11 through 20 
in Appendix A. 
3: What are the perceptions of the 
presence of operations 
sustainability initiatives? 
1. Perception of recycling 
programs 
2. Perception of 
sustainability usage 
programs 
3. Perception of 
sustainability 
construction program 
See Questions: 21 through 30 
in Appendix A. 
 
 
Data Collection 
 The survey was disseminated to and completed by staff and faculty members of the three 
two-year institutions. In order to facilitate the collection process a lead member from each 
institution was identified to assist with the survey. The lead member had access to faculty and 
staff e-mail addresses of the respective institution and was to serve as the institutional liaison to 
the researcher. The lead member received survey correspondence and information, and then 
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disseminated the information and survey links to the research subjects. Responses were 
electronically collected by the Qualtrics software.  
Survey facilitation and contact with the lead member was guided by the four step basic 
survey procedure described by Salant and Dillman (1994). The “Dillman’s Method” procedure 
required four separate mailings which were adapted as follows:  First: To the lead member of 
each institution—a personalized, specific advanced notice letter with directions on forwarding 
the information to the faculty and staff. Its purpose was to notify the member, faculty, and staff 
they will be receiving an e-mail and questionnaire. Second: About one week later, again to the 
lead member—a personalized specific e-mail with slightly more detail on the survey containing 
an internet link to the electronic questionnaire which was to be electronically forwarded to the 
faculty and staff, and directions on forwarding the e-mail and link. Third: Four to eight days after 
the questionnaire goes out—a follow-up e-mail to the lead member which was to be forwarded to 
the faculty and staff, thanking those who have responded and requesting a response from those 
who have not. Fourth: Three weeks after the first questionnaire goes out, again to the lead 
member—a correspondence which was to be forwarded to the faculty and staff, a new e-mail 
informing people, “We have not yet heard from you,” with which another link to the survey was 
contained. Copies of the letters and emails used can be found in Attachment D of this document.  
Treatment of the Data 
Once the data has been collected, a mean score for the ten questions in each area, 
management, academics, and operations was established. Using theses scores as the dependent 
variable, and the criteria of institutional role (faculty described as Role 1 and staff described as 
Role 2) and institution of employment (Institution 1 being the two-year campus of a four year 
university; Institution 2 being the two-year school affiliated with the land grant university in 
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Arkansas; Institution 3 being the stand alone two-year school) as independent variables; a 
between subjects factorial Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was ran to determine significant 
differences, if any, within and between the independent and dependent variables.  
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Chapter Four 
RESULTS 
 This chapter discusses the validity and reliability of the survey instrument. It gives 
descriptive statistics of the data gathered and it presents the findings of the study. The findings 
are divided within this chapter in correlation to the separation of the three types of sustainability 
initiatives, management, academic and operations; and the respondent’s perspectives thereto. 
Statistical information is reported in a format consistent with Cronk (1999). It concludes with a 
summary of the results. 
Validity and Reliability 
 As previously described in chapter three, validity was established by basing the construct 
of the instrument on the previously designed NWF instrument, and has been further established 
through review and unanimous approval of a panel of experts in the field. The expert judges 
unanimously agreed that the survey instrument appeared that it would measure what it was 
designed to measure. A list of the expert judges for validity can be found in Appendix C.  
 Once the instrument was reviewed by the experts and validity had been established, a 
pilot test of the instrument was conducted in order to establish reliability. The pilot test group 
was a group of 42 faculty and staff members employed on a rural Arkansas two-year higher 
education institution that was not affiliated with the institutions sampled in the actual study. The 
pilot Test was conducted in January of 2012. A Cronbach’s Alpha reliability estimate of the data 
was used to determine reliability. All thirty question items (N=30) were deemed valid at an alpha 
reliability coefficient of a=.966.  
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Sample and Response Rates 
 Using the Qualtrics software and the previously described Dillman’s Method, survey data 
was collected from faculty and staff of the three two year institutions of higher education. Data 
collection began on January 20, 2012 and continued through February 18, 2012. Within all three 
institutions there was a combined population of 344 fulltime faculty and staff members. A 
sample totaling 113 surveys, a response rate of 33 percent, was collected. Once the 113 
responses were collected, they were examined for complete and sufficient data. Responses with 
insufficient data, insufficient data described as data where either a section of survey was not 
answered or a question item on the survey was not completed, were identified and coded as 
“incomplete.” Any response coded as incomplete was not used in the statistical calculation. Once 
the incomplete data had been removed, the final number of usable responses was 64 (N=64) 
which is 56 percent of the sample, and 19 percent of the total population.  
 Of the 64 usable responses, 56 percent were from individuals that reported to be faculty 
members, Role 1, (n=36), and 44 percent reported to staff members, Role 2, (n=28). Thirty-eight 
percent of the responses were from Institution 1, which was the two-year campus of a four year 
university (n=24); 31percent were from Institution 2, which was the two-year school affiliated 
with the land grant school in Arkansas (n=20); and 31percent were from Institution 3, which was 
the stand alone two-year school. Table 2.0 reflects these response rates. 
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Table 2.0 Rates of Response 
 
 
Role Institution   N 
1 1   12 
2   12 
3   12 
Total   36 
2 1   12 
2   8 
3   8 
Total   28 
Total 1   24 
2   20 
3   20 
Total   64 
 
Perspectives on Management Sustainability Initiatives 
 Using a mean of the raw scores for the ten survey question items related to management 
sustainability a “Management Score” was established. Descriptive statistics of mean and 
standard deviation for each institution and role for this analysis can be found in Table 3.0. The 
Management Score for all faculty members was found to be 3.19 (m=3.19) and the for staff 
members was 3.17 (m=3.17). These values also show that the highest Management Score was 
found within the faculty role of Institution 1, and that the lowest score was found within the staff 
role of Institution 3. In examining the total sample, the scores found indicate a slight positive 
perspective on behalf of the faculty and staff regarding management sustainability on these 
campuses.  
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Table 3.0 Descriptive Statistics of Management Score 
 
Dependent Variable: Management Score 
Institution Role Mean Std. Deviation N 
1 1 3.625000 .6877169 12 
2 3.475000 .5770221 12 
Total 3.550000 .6255432 24 
2 1 3.341667 .9159777 12 
2 3.412500 1.0920982 8 
Total 3.370000 .9625077 20 
3 1 2.616667 .4589184 12 
2 2.487500 .7918108 8 
Total 2.565000 .5976049 20 
Total 1 3.194444 .8148425 36 
2 3.175000 .8967534 28 
Total 3.185937 .8447536 64 
 
Role and Institution Relationship to Management Score 
 Using the Management Score as the dependent variable and institution and role as the 
independent variables a 3(Institution) x 2(Role) between subjects factorial ANOVA was 
calculated comparing the Management Score for respondents who were working within one of 
the three institutions and who held the role of either faculty or staff member. The resultant data is 
found in Table 4.0. 
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Table 4.0 ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Management Score 
 
Dependent Variable: Management Score 
Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected Model 11.809
a
 5 2.362 4.132 .003 
Intercept 616.146 1 616.146 1078.077 .000 
Role .074 1 .074 .130 .720 
Institution 11.596 2 5.798 10.144 .000 
Role * Institution .150 2 .075 .131 .877 
Error 33.148 58 .572   
Total 694.570 64    
Corrected Total 44.957 63    
a. R Squared = .263 (Adjusted R Squared = .199) 
 
 As shown in Table 4.0 a significant main effect for Institution was found (F(2,58) = 
10.144, p<.05). Respondents who worked within Institution 3 had a lower Management Score 
(m=2.56, sd=5.97) than those who worked with Institution 1 (m=3.55, sd=6.26) and those who 
worked within Institution 2(m=3.37, sd=.963). However, no significant difference between 
Management Scores of those who worked within Institution 1 and Institution 2 was found. There 
was no significant difference in the main of effect of the respondents being either a faculty or 
staff member (F(1,58) = .130, p>.05). Finally, the interaction was also not significant (F(2,58) = 
.131, p>.05).  
 Thus, it appears that while the respondent’s role did not have a significant effect on their 
Management Score, the institution for which they worked did have a significant effect. As 
illustrated in Table 5.0, the Tukey’s post hoc analysis of Institution Management Scores further 
supports the significant difference between the Management Scores of respondents from 
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Institution 3 and those from Institutions 1 and 2. Table 6.0 is a graphic representation of the 
Institution Management Scores. 
Table 5.0 Tukey’s Post Hoc Analysis of Institution Management Score 
Management Mean 
Tukey HSD 
(I) 
Institutio
n 
(J) 
Institutio
n 
 95% Confidence Interval 
Mean Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 2 .180000 .2288878 .713 -.370547 .730547 
3 .985000
*
 .2288878 .000 .434453 1.535547 
2 1 -.180000 .2288878 .713 -.730547 .370547 
3 .805000
*
 .2390655 .004 .229973 1.380027 
3 1 -.985000
*
 .2288878 .000 -1.535547 -.434453 
2 -.805000
*
 .2390655 .004 -1.380027 -.229973 
Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = .572. 
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Table 6.0 Institution and Management Score Relationship Graph  
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Perspectives on Academic Sustainability Initiatives 
 Using a mean of the raw scores for the ten survey question items related to academic 
sustainability an “Academic Score” was established. Descriptive statistics of mean and standard 
deviation for each institution and role for this analysis can be found in Table 7.0. The Academic 
Score for all faculty members was found to be 2.83 (m=2.83) and the for staff members was 2.82 
(m=2.82). These values show the same general findings as in the Management Score descriptive 
statistics, in that the highest Academic Score was found within the faculty role of Institution 1, 
and that the lowest score was found within the staff role of Institution 3. Conversely, in 
examining the total sample, there was a slight negative perception of both faculty and staff with 
regard to academic sustainability initiatives on these campuses. 
 
Table 7.0 Descriptive Statistics of Academic Score 
Dependent Variable: Academic Score 
Institutio
n Role Mean Std. Deviation N 
1 1 3.191667 .4679905 12 
2 3.033333 .5416026 12 
Total 3.112500 .5015736 24 
2 1 2.983333 .9301352 12 
2 3.212500 1.1776945 8 
Total 3.075000 1.0124878 20 
3 1 2.316667 .2790677 12 
2 2.112500 .6266407 8 
Total 2.235000 .4475371 20 
Total 1 2.830556 .7130696 36 
2 2.821429 .8916722 28 
Total 2.826562 .7894628 64 
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Role and Institution Relationship to Academic Score 
 Using the Academic Score as the dependent variable and institution and role as the 
independent variables a 3(Institution) x 2(Role) between subjects factorial ANOVA was 
calculated comparing the Management Score for respondents who were working within one of 
the three institutions and who held the role of either faculty or staff member. The resultant data is 
found in Table 8.0. 
 
Table 8.0 ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Academic Score 
Dependent Variable: Academic Score 
Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected Model 10.798
a
 5 2.160 4.400 .002 
Intercept 486.724 1 486.724 991.686 .000 
Institution 10.565 2 5.283 10.763 .000 
Role .030 1 .030 .062 .804 
Institution * Role .558 2 .279 .569 .569 
Error 28.467 58 .491   
Total 550.590 64    
Corrected Total 39.265 63    
a. R Squared = .275 (Adjusted R Squared = .213) 
 
 As shown in Table 8.0 a significant main effect for Institution was found (F(2,58) = 
10.763, p<.05). Respondents who worked within Institution 3 had a lower Academic Score 
(m=2.24, sd=4.48) than those who worked with Institution 1 (m=3.11, sd=5.02) and those who 
worked within Institution 2 (m=3.08, sd=1.01). However, no significant difference between 
Academic Scores of those who worked within Institution 1 and Institution 2 was found. There 
was no significant difference in the main of effect of the respondents being either a faculty or 
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staff member (F(1,58) = ..062, p>.05). Finally, the interaction was also not significant (F(2,58) = 
.569, p>.05).  
 These results are consistent with the results of the Management Score analysis in that that 
while the respondent’s role did not have a significant effect on their Academic Score, the 
institution for which they worked did have a significant effect. Table 9.0 shows the Tukey’s post 
hoc analysis of Institution Academic Scores which again supports the significant difference 
between the Academic Scores of respondents from Institution 3 and those from Institutions 1 and 
2. Table 10.0 is a graphic representation of the Institution Academic Scores. 
Table 9.0 Tukey’s Post Hoc Analysis of Institution Academic Score 
Academic Mean 
Tukey HSD 
(I) 
Institutio
n 
(J) 
Institutio
n 
 95% Confidence Interval 
Mean Difference 
(I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 2 .037500 .2121095 .983 -.472690 .547690 
3 .877500
*
 .2121095 .000 .367310 1.387690 
2 1 -.037500 .2121095 .983 -.547690 .472690 
3 .840000
*
 .2215411 .001 .307124 1.372876 
3 1 -.877500
*
 .2121095 .000 -1.387690 -.367310 
2 -.840000
*
 .2215411 .001 -1.372876 -.307124 
Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = .491. 
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 10.0 Institution and Academic Score Relationship Graph  
 
Perspectives on Operations Sustainability Initiatives 
 Using a mean of the raw scores for the ten survey question items related to operations 
sustainability an “Operations Score” was established. Descriptive statistics of mean and standard 
deviation for each institution and role for this analysis can be found in Table 11.0. The 
Operations Score for all faculty members was found to be 3.38 (m=3.38) and the for staff 
members was 3.42 (m=3.42). These values also show that the means scores across the dependent 
variables are much closer than the Management or Academic Scores. The highest Operations 
Score was found within the staff role of Institution 1, and that the lowest score was found within 
the staff role of Institution 3. But, the range of the Operations scores was only .675. In examining 
the total sample, these values also show a more positive perspective on operations sustainability 
initiatives than either the management or the academic initiatives. 
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Table 11.0 Descriptive Statistics of Operations Score 
Dependent Variable: Operations Score 
Institution Role Mean Std. Deviation N 
1 1 3.533333 .7691002 12 
2 3.625000 .5817294 12 
Total 3.579167 .6685345 24 
2 1 3.191667 .6788471 12 
2 3.612500 .9402697 8 
Total 3.360000 .7982876 20 
3 1 3.416667 .3325749 12 
2 2.950000 .8451543 8 
Total 3.230000 .6182318 20 
Total 1 3.380556 .6214359 36 
2 3.428571 .8045505 28 
Total 3.401562 .7018099 64 
 
Role and Institution Relationship to Academic Score 
 Using the Operations Score as the dependent variable and institution and role as the 
independent variables a 3(Institution) x 2(Role) between subjects factorial ANOVA was 
calculated comparing the Operations Score for respondents who were working within one of the 
three institutions and who held the role of either faculty or staff member. The resultant data is 
found in Table 12.0. 
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Table 12.0 ANOVA Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Operations Score 
Dependent Variable: Operations Score 
Source 
Type III Sum of 
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected Model 3.326
a
 5 .665 1.393 .240 
Intercept 708.471 1 708.471 1483.241 .000 
Institution 1.671 2 .836 1.750 .183 
Role .004 1 .004 .008 .931 
Institution * Role 1.939 2 .969 2.030 .141 
Error 27.704 58 .478   
Total 771.550 64    
Corrected Total 31.030 63    
a. R Squared = .107 (Adjusted R Squared = .030) 
 
 As shown in Table 12.0, the main effect for Institution was not significant (F(2,58) = 
1.75, p<.05).The main effect for  the relationship of the respondent’s role (F(2,58) = .008, p<.05) 
was also not significant. Finally, the interaction was not significant (F(2,58) = 2.03, p<.05). Thus 
it appears that neither the institution for which the respondent was employed nor whether or not 
the respondent was a faculty or staff member has any significant effect on their Operations 
Score. Table 13.0 and Table 14.0 further illustrate the relationships of role and institution to the 
Operations Score. 
 
Table 13.0 Role and Operations Score Relationship 
Dependent Variable: Operations Score 
Role 
 95% Confidence Interval 
Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 3.381 .115 3.150 3.611 
2 3.396 .133 3.130 3.662 
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Table 14.0 Institution and Operations Score relationship  
Dependent Variable: Operations Score 
Institution 
 95% Confidence Interval 
Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 3.579 .141 3.297 3.862 
2 3.402 .158 3.086 3.718 
3 3.183 .158 2.868 3.499 
 
Summary of Perspectives 
 With a score of 3.0 being an absolute neutral perspective on all measures, the 
Management Scores total for all respondents combined (m=3.19) when related to the survey 
instrument, results in a usual “Neither Agree or Disagree” response as do the Academic Scores 
(m=2.82), as do the Operations Scores (m=3.40). The data collected in this study did indicate 
Operations and Management Scores were both slightly positive, while Academic scores were 
slightly negative.  
 No significant relationship between the respondent’s role and their Management, 
Academic, or Operations Scores were found. There was a relationship found between the 
respondent’s institution and their respective Management and Academic Scores, but no 
relationship found between the respondent’s institution and their Operations Scores.  
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Chapter Five 
SUMMARY AND RECCOMENDATIONS 
 This chapter includes a summary of the problem, the purpose, the study design and 
research methods, treatment of the data, delimitations and assumptions, and the results. The 
chapter concludes with recommendations for future research.   
Problem 
 Evidence points to the decline of our global environment and a withering of natural 
resources. The industrial revolution has led to increased levels of carbon dioxide (CO2), Ozone 
(03), and other Green House Gases (GHGs). These anthropogenic effects have negatively impact 
our environment as well as our climate. Further, Litten and Terkla (2007) state, “Evidence 
indicates that human consumption exceeded nature’s production by twenty-five percent as of 
2003”. Overuse means a decline in available resources with an increasing global population. 
 These things considered, sustainability is key to the longevity and quality of life as we 
know it. For the purposes of this study sustainability has been defined as outlined in the 1987 
United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development’s report titled “Our 
Common Future,” where Brundlant (1987) describes sustainability as, “…to meet the needs of 
the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. 
Also for this study, sustainability initiatives are defined in the macro sense to include initiatives 
relating to: recycling, conservation of water, conservation of energy, and conservation of natural 
resources. 
 Public sentiment on sustainability is demonstrated by the sheer number of domestic and 
international organizations/efforts designed around the premise of the cause. Higher education, 
with its tradition of cultivating leaders and shaping future generations, is seen by many as one of 
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the more fertile grounds by which increased positive awareness, attitudes, and initiative on 
sustainability can be grown. Many aspects of higher education are well documented, i.e. 
enrollments, costs and fees, rules and regulations, demographics, and funding, but little has been 
done to document environmental consciousness or current sustainability practices on college 
campuses. Further, labors on behalf of this researcher found no efforts to determine how 
sustainability and sustainability initiatives are perceived by faculty and staff within the institution 
of higher education.  
Purpose 
 In order to contribute to the body of knowledge and describe how those within 
institutions of higher education perceive sustainability efforts, this study focused on the 
perceptions of sustainability efforts by faculty and staff within three rural two-year higher 
education institutions in Arkansas. The primary research questions were as follows: 1) How do 
faculty members perceive sustainability initiatives on campus? 2) How do staff members 
perceive sustainability initiatives on campus? 3) Is there any significant difference in perceptions 
among faculty and staff with regard to sustainability initiatives? 
 This study designed a five point Likert scale survey instrument based upon the concepts 
of a previously implemented NWF survey. The instrument measured perceptions of faculty and 
staff about three different types of higher education sustainability initiatives (management, 
academics, and operations) on their respective campus. Once the sample was surveyed and the 
data was collected, an analysis was ran to determine the relationship between the respondents 
role, either faculty or staff, and their perceptions of the sustainability initiatives. 
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Study Design and Research Methods 
 The study used a quantitative survey research method to gather information from faculty 
and staff, on three two-year higher education institutions in Arkansas, in order to determine their 
perceptions. The survey was a self-administered questionnaire electronically delivered using e-
mail and Qualtrics survey software. Survey facilitation and data collection was guided by an 
adaptation of the four step basic survey procedure described by Salant and Dillman (1994). 
 This study’s intent was to focus on rural two-year schools in Arkansas. In order to 
achieve this intent, the three institutions considered in this study were selected based upon the 
following criteria: physical location; student population; number of employees; the population, 
educational attainment, and wage demographics of the respective counties; and the level of 
degrees offered.    
 Once these criteria were established, the three schools were conveniently chosen in order 
to ensure a cross representation of organizational structure. Ensuring a cross representation of 
organizational structures was intended to reduce the negative impact of homogeneity that could 
be caused by sampling schools of the same organizational structure or affiliation. In this study 
one of the institutions was a stand-alone community college, one was the sole two-year campus 
of a four year university, and the other was one of several two-year colleges that serve beneath 
the umbrella of the land grant university in Arkansas. 
Treatment of the Data 
 Once the data was collected, a mean score for the ten questions in each area, 
management, academics, and operations was established. Using theses scores as the dependent 
variable, and the criteria of institutional role, faculty or staff, a between subjects factorial 
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Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was ran to determine significant differences, if any, within and 
between the independent and dependent variables.  
Delimitations and/or Assumptions 
 The following factors could have impacted the results of and act as limitations to this 
study. 
1. This study was limited to three separate public accredited two-year colleges in 
Arkansas. Results may not be generalizable to other institutions. 
2. The researcher did not speculate on what might have caused perceptions of 
sustainability initiatives, therefore it is important that readers refrain from making 
cause and effect conclusions. 
3. The instrument used in this study contains all positive statements. This form could 
cause respondents to agree with such statements, thereby by making it vulnerable 
to over-rater and under-rater biases. 
Survey Sample  
 Data collection began on January 20, 2012 and continued through February 18, 2012. A 
total of 113 surveys were collected. Once the 113 responses were collected, they were examined 
for complete and sufficient data. Responses with insufficient data were identified and coded as 
“incomplete”. Any response coded as incomplete was not used in the statistical calculations. 
Once the incomplete data had been removed, the final number of usable responses was 64 
(N=64).  
 Of the 64 usable responses, 56 percent were from individuals that reported to be faculty 
members, Role 1 (n=36), and 44 percent reported to staff members, Role 2 (n=28). Thirty-eight 
percent of the responses were from Institution 1 which was the two-year campus of a four year 
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university (n=24); 31 percent were from Institution 2 which was the two-year school affiliated 
with the land grant school in Arkansas (n=20); and 31 percent were from Institution 3 which was 
the stand alone two-year school. 
Management Sustainability Perspectives  
 Management sustainability perspectives relate to sustainability polices and goal-setting, 
sustainability orientations or publications, and sustainability staffing and personnel. Management 
Scores from all staff members surveyed yielded a mean score of m=3.18 and Management 
Scores from all faculty members yielded a score of m=3.19. Neutral perspectives being 
established as a score of 3.0, responses gathered indicated a largely neutral response regarding 
management sustainability initiatives. 
  The ANOVA yielded no significant difference between faculty and staff Management 
Scores. There was, however, a significant relationship found between the respondents’ institution 
and their Management Score. Respondents who worked within Institution 3, the stand alone 
community college, had a lower Management Score (m=2.56) than those who worked with 
Institution 1(m=3.55), the sole two-year campus of a four year university, or those who worked 
within Institution 2 (m=3.37), one of several two-year colleges that serve beneath the umbrella of 
the land grant university. Institution 1 and Institution 2 scores were not significantly different.  
Academic Sustainability Perspectives 
 Academic sustainability perspectives relate to the offering sustainability courses and 
programs, requiring sustainability courses of students, supporting and evaluating faculty on 
sustainability of environmental studies, and holding campus units accountable for supporting 
sustainability. Academic Scores from all staff members yielded a mean score of m=2.82 and 
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Academic Scores form all faculty members yielded a score of m=2.83. As with Management 
Scores, Academic Scores were found to reflect a largely neutral perspective. 
 Again in alignment with Management scores, the ANOVA yielded no significant 
difference between faculty and staff Academic Scores, but there was a significant relationship 
found between the respondents’ institution and their Academic Scores. Respondents who worked 
within Institution 3, the stand alone school, had a lower Academic Score (m=2.24) than those 
who worked with Institution 1 (m=3.11) and those who worked within Institution 2(m=3.08) 
which are both affiliated with a four year university. No significant difference was found 
between Academic Scores of those who worked within Institution 1 and Institution 2.  
Operations Sustainability Perspectives 
 Operations sustainability perspectives relate to conserving energy and using renewable 
energy sources, using on campus clean generation or cogeneration  energy  sources, offering 
transportation programs to conserve energy (i.e. carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling incentives, 
etc…), recycling, solid waste  reduction,  sustainability landscaping and grounds keeping, and 
habitat  restoration. Operations Scores from all staff members yielded a mean score of m=3.43, 
Operations Scores form all faculty members yielded a score of m=3.48. While still largely 
neutral in response, Operations Scores reflected the highest scores or most positive perspective 
by both faculty and staff, with a combined total mean of m=3.40. The ANOVA yielded no 
significant relationship between the role of the respondent and the Operations Score, nor did it 
yield a significant relationship between the respondents’ institution and their Operations Score. 
Conclusion 
 The lack of significant relationships between the Management, Academic, and 
Operations Scores and the respondents’ role, speaks for itself. The typical neutral response, 
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however, leaves some question. While perspectives were similar by both faculty and staff, the 
question still remains, “What caused this largely neutral response?” Nowlis, Kahn, and Dhar 
(2000) state, “It is hypothesized that a neutral response on a bipolar scale is caused by either (1) 
indifference, which is a truly neutral response, or (2) ambivalence, which is a consequence of 
conflict.” So, were the neutral responses due to indifference which could be associated with a 
lack of knowledge on the topic, or were they neutral as a function of ambivalence? If one were to 
remove the neutral response, the resultant data would change. This resultant data even though 
changed could stay mostly neutral and if this happened, the neutral response would likely be a 
function of indifference. If the removal of the neutral response did significantly change the 
distribution, then ambivalence would likely be the cause.  “A general implication of our findings 
is that including a neutral position will systematically distort attitude response distributions when 
attitudes are ambivalent,” Nowlis, Kahn, and Dhar. Additional research is needed to determine 
the cause of neutral response. 
 The ancillary finding for which this study was not intended to explore but is worth 
notation, was the finding that indicated the institution with which the respondent was associated 
had a significant relationship to both their management and academic perspectives; and there 
was no relationship between institution and operations perspectives. As described previously, 
management initiatives are related to sustainability polices and goal setting, academic initiatives 
are initiatives related to the offering sustainability courses and programing, and operations 
initiatives are related to energy and resources conservation. Operations being the most easily 
recognizable initiatives due to their visibility on campus (i.e. recycling bins, carpool parking 
spaces, automatic lighting features, etc.), all faculty and staff within the campuses have most 
likely seen these processes in action. Management and academic initiatives being more subtle, 
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found mostly in policy, procedure, and coursework; only those who are directly involved might 
have knowledge of these. This visibility could be related to the difference in perspectives. 
 Another considerable fact is that the school significantly different in these respects was 
not affiliated with a four-year school and was a “stand-alone” two-year school. The two that 
were similar were both affiliated with a four-year university.  Institutional affiliation could have 
affected the response. 
 The most intuitive cause for difference in perspectives is the difference in perspective 
was directly related to the difference in the actual amount and type initiatives that were being 
utilized on the campuses.  This would lead one to believe that all the institutions engaged in a 
similar amount and type operations initiatives, but that two of the institutions engaged in 
significantly more management and academic initiatives than the different third institution. 
Additional research is needed to determine the cause of the significant difference in perspectives 
as they relate to the institution. 
Recommendations 
 Firstly, examinations of the findings reveal a mostly neutral perspective on behalf of all 
respondents, which indicates a sense of ambivalence. Garland (1991) states, “There is some 
evidence that presence or absence of a mid-point on an importance scale produces distortions in 
the results obtained.” This could have been eliminated be using a forced response scale that did 
not include a neutral response option, rather than the 5 point Likert scale design used for this 
study. A redesign of the instrument used in this study could yield results about perspectives that 
are more determinate. More determinate perspectives would ultimately result in a different data 
set which could further support or conflict the present findings. Either of which would work to 
make the body of knowledge relating to this subject stronger and more robust. Second, no 
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significant relationship was found between respondents’ role and their perspectives. As 
mentioned in the previous paragraph regarding neutral responses, a redesign of the instrument to 
obtain more determinant responses could result in a balance of the responses, therein supporting 
these findings. However, a redesign which would force a positive or negative perspective could 
have a polarizing effect between roles, thereby conflicting with present findings. For these 
reasons, further research on this topic, using a redesigned instrument which incorporates a forced 
response perspective survey instrument, is suggested.  
 In regard to the unintended finding that the institution within which the respondent was 
employed had a significant impact on their perspective, institutional efforts on sustainability 
intuitively impact how anyone within the institution would perceive said sustainability efforts.  
The Operations Score within the institutions were not significantly different, but the 
Management and Academics Scores from Institution 3 were significantly lower than the others. 
It is speculated that all three institutions engage in most of the same operations sustainability 
initiatives and that one of the three engages in less management and academic sustainability 
initiatives than the other two.  
 To verify this speculation further research to procure an inventory of sustainability 
initiatives within the three campuses is recommended. Correlating this inventory to the findings 
of this study could substantiate linkage between what is actually done, in relationship to 
sustainability, and what is perceived. 
 Sustainability continues to be at the focus of the global community. Investigation, 
measurement, and documentation that enhance the body of knowledge relating to sustainability 
benefit human-kind. As we continue to overuse what our planet is capable of producing and 
biologically regenerating, this research and others that involve sustainability become 
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increasingly more imperative. For the sake of our continued existence, those of us in higher 
education realizing our potential to mold citizenry and shape future leaders have an obligation to 
do our part in learning about sustainability and incorporating its processes into our educational 
mission.  
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Appendix A 
Sustainability Initiative Survey 
Respond to the following statements by circling the number 1-5 below the statement to indicate 
your level of agreement.  1= Strongly Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3= Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5=Strongly 
Agree 
Management 
1. My campus has a formal declaration of commitment to environmental sustainability or 
stewardship. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
2. My campus has a written declaration that educating students about environmental 
sustainability or stewardship is part of its academic mission. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
3. My campus has written policies, goals, or standards for reducing solid waste and 
maximizing recycling.  
  1 2 3 4 5 
4. My campus has written policies, goals, or standards for conserving energy.   
  1 2 3 4 5 
5. My campus has written policies, goals, or standards for conserving water. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
6. My campus has written policies, goals, or standards for environmental performance of 
existing and new buildings. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
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7. My campus has written policies, goals, or standards for reducing emissions of carbon 
dioxide and other greenhouse gases. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
8. My campus has a staff person or administrator who leads on sustainability issues (e.g. 
recycling, energy conservation, green purchasing). 
  1 2 3 4 5 
9. My campus has an environmental/sustainability task force. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
10. My campus offers an orientation session or publication about campus-focused 
sustainability or environmental programs to faculty, staff, and students. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
Academics 
11. My campus has a program to attract students interested in studying environmental and 
sustainability issues. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
12. My campus offers an undergraduate interdisciplinary degree program in environmental or 
sustainability studies. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
13. My campus offers an undergraduate certificate or other recognition in environmental or 
sustainability studies. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
14. Students on my campus are explicitly required to take at least one course related to the 
environment. 
69 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 
15. By graduation, at least fifty percent of undergraduate student body has taken at least one 
course, regardless of department, addressing the issue or topics related to human activity and 
environmental sustainability. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
16. My campus has programs to support faculty professional development on environmental 
or sustainability topics. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
17. My campus encourages and supports faculties to integrate environmental or sustainability 
topics into their courses. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
18. My campus formally evaluates or recognizes how faculties have integrated environmental 
or sustainability topics into their courses. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
19. My campus encourages and supports academic units/departments for improving 
environmental performance. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
20. My campus holds academic units/departments accountable for environmental 
performance through incentives and/or penalties.  
  1 2 3 4 5 
Operations 
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21. My campus collects both higher grades of paper (e.g. office paper, computer printout) 
and lower grades of paper (e.g. mixed paper, colored paper, junk mail, newspaper, boxboard, 
magazines, catalogs, file stock, envelopes, craft paper) for recycling. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
22. My campus collects aluminum cans or containers for recycling. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
23. My campus collects glass bottles and jars for recycling. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
24. My campus has programs in place to reduce the need for paper hard copies. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
25. My campus has implemented water efficiency upgrades. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
26. My campus has implemented lighting efficiency upgrades. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
27. My campus has implemented heating, ventilation, and air conditioning efficiency 
upgrades. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
28. My campus has implemented information technology energy load reductions. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
29. My campus has implemented efficiency standards for new buildings or retrofits of 
existing buildings. 
  1 2 3 4 5 
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30. My campus offers a carpooling/vanpooling program, or offers incentives not to drive 
alone.  
  1 2 3 4 5  
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Appendix B 
E-mail from the NWF granting permission to use their survey tool. 
 
Hi Ken – 
 
It was great chatting with you the other day. I spoke with Julian Keniry, lead on the Campus 
Environment 2006 (report card), and she said yes, of course. Please feel free to cite any of the 
content you need, and if you decide that you want to revise the questionnaire we used for your 
audience that is fine, too. If you want to send something along that is more formal for us to give 
permission please go ahead. 
 
Have a great vacation, talk to you soon, 
Kristy 
 
 
NWF's mission is to inspire Americans to protect wildlife for our children's future. 
 
Kristy Jones - Senior Manager, Campus Ecology 
Phone: 703-438-6262  |  Fax: 703-438-6468  |  jonesk@nwf.org 
National Wildlife Federation 
11100 Wildlife Center Drive 
Reston, VA 20190-5362 
www.nwf.org 
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Appendix C 
List of Expert Judges for Establishing Validity 
 
Mr. Blake Robertson, Ed.D. 
Vice President of Adult and Workforce Education 
College of the Quachitas 
One College Circle 
Malvern, AR 72104 
 
Mr. Steve Rook, Ed.D. 
V.P. of Academic Affairs 
Rich Mountain Community College 
1100 College Drive 
Mena, AR 71953 
 
Mr. Steve Lease, Ed.D. 
Director of Workforce training 
Arkansas Association of Two Year Colleges 
235 N. Greenwood Avenue 
Fort Smith, AR 72901 
 
Mr. Jack B. DeVore Jr., Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of Workforce Development 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville 
102 Graduate Education Building 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 72701 
 
Mrs. Kit Kacerik, Ed.D. 
Associate Professor of Workforce Development 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville 
120 Graduate Education Building 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 72701 
 
Ms. Jo Alice Blondin, Ph. D. 
Chancellor 
Arkansas Tech University-Ozark Campus 
1700 Helberg Lane 
Ozark, AR 72949 
 
Mr. Dale E. Thompson, Ph.D. 
University of Arkansas 
111 Graduate Education Building 
Fayetteville, AR  72701 
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Mr. Rick Mayes 
Director of Building Sciences 
Northwest Arkansas Community College 
One College Drive 
Bentonville, AR 72712 
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Appendix D 
Letters and Emails to Prospective Survey Respondents  
E-mail #1 
 
 
Hello, 
 
My name is Ken Warden and I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Arkansas at 
Fayetteville. I am in the process of conducting my dissertation research and would like for you to 
take part in the process. Through my work I am trying to determine faculty and staff perspectives 
of sustainability initiatives currently present on three of Arkansas’ two-year college campuses. 
For the purposes of this study, sustainability is defined as, “meeting the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 
1987).  
 
I would like for you to participate by completing a survey. This “Sustainability Initiative Survey” 
will survey all the faculty and staff within these schools and gather information relating to these 
initiatives. 
 
In the coming week you will be receiving another email from me with instructions on completing 
an online questionnaire. Please know that all information collected through this process will 
remain anonymous. Should you have any questions, you can reach me by email at 
kwarden@atu.edu or call my cell phone at xxx-xxx-xxxx. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to your participation. 
 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
 
Ken Warden 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville 
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E-mail #2 
 
 
 
Dear Faculty/Staff Member, 
 
I am emailing in regard to the survey I mentioned in my email dated 1/20/12. The following is a 
link to the aforementioned survey. http://uark.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_8poPTNRrnEs5XXX   
 
Please click on the link and follow the directions for completing the survey.  
 
The survey should take no longer than 10 minutes to complete. Please reply to this email or call 
my cell phone @ xxx-xxx-xxxx with any questions or technical problems. 
 
Once again, all responses will remain anonymous. 
 
I appreciate your consideration and look forward to your participation. 
 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
 
 
Ken Warden 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville 
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E-mail #3 
 
 
 
Dear Faculty/Staff Member, 
 
I would like to sincerely thank all of you who have participated in the Sustainability Initiative 
Survey. Your responses are well received and helpful to this important process.  
 
If you have not yet completed the survey, there is still time. The link to the survey is as follows 
http://uark.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_8poPTNRrnEs5XXX  
 
Your consideration is greatly appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Ken Warden 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville 
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E-mail #4 
 
 
Dear Faculty/Staff Member, 
 
In regard to the Sustainability Initiatives Survey, if we have not yet heard from you, please know 
how important your participation is to the accuracy and integrity of this research. You can access 
the survey using the following link.  
http://uark.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_8poPTNRrnEs5XXX  
 
The survey should take no longer than 10 minutes to complete. 
 
All responses will remain anonymous. Please contact me with any questions by responding to 
this email or by calling my cell phone at xxx-xxx-xxxx.  
 
I appreciate your consideration and look forward to your participation. 
 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
 
 
Ken Warden 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville 
 
 
